This paper examines the normative character of monastic exemption in the Latin West, that is to say, the negotiated interaction between monasteries and bishops. In tracing the formation and development of exemption privileges between the fifth and ninth centuries, it argues for an emerging pattern under the Franks that proved central to developing notions of spiritual and physical protection. As a consequence of this novel mentality, a monastery's relationship with its surrounding environment became characterised by greater degrees of freedom and protection than ever before. This unique transformation took time to develop, however, forging alliances that effectively shifted individual monasteries away from their Frankish protectorate towards the spiritual centre in Rome. The consequences of this landmark shift, it is argued, benefited the early medieval papacy in its burgeoning claims of centralized power and legitimacy.
under the pretext of an exchange, or take away anything out of the ornaments of the [divine] service and the offerings presented at the altar, or presume to go into this monastery and its cells in any circumstances other than to celebrate mass, if that is the will of the abbot and his congregation, without any expense on their part, so that, accord ing to the wishes of the delegation and this solemn document, all [of the property given] there may benefit this monastery more easily, without any interference. 7 In matters pertaining to the law, no judicial authority could interfere »in order to hear legal cases or to collect anything there.« In all, the extent of such privileges promised full immunity to the monastic community, which translates here into receiving »all dues being conceded to themselves; and whatever our fisc could perhaps have expected from the persons, whether free or unfree, who live in their fields or anywhere [on their lands] is to benefit them in its entirety…« 8 According to this formula, the conferral of monastic exemption deliberately kept both the king and the bishop at a safe distance from the monastery. This was the accepted standard -a theoretical commonplace of effective ecclesiastical governance in the pursuit of the vita religiosa and a stable/secure Christian society.
Complete separation of a monastery from the diocesan bishop, however, was a spiritual, disciplinary, and administrative impracticality. The local bishop continued to provide necessary services throughout his diocese, a provision that traditionally subjected monks and monasteries to his jurisdictional authority. The nature of this relationship, especially as it related to matters of abbatial election, visitation, and ordination, was famously defined at the council of Chalcedon in 451. Canon 4 in particular outlined a notion of diocesan jurisdiction and responsibility that was later confirmed at the Merovingian (royal) councils of Agde (506) and Orleans (511). 9 Stating explicitly that »the monks in every city and district shall be subject to the bishop …«, this canon likewise emphasised his role in »the needful provision for the monasteries.« 10 For in essence, as the canon further stipulated, »those who truly and sincerely enter in the solitary life are to be accorded due honour.« Therefore, to prevent unnecessary and unwanted disturbances, which might disrupt churches and/or public affairs, the bishop was necessarily responsible for the improvement of discipline and the inalienability of ecclesiastical property. 24 In the former case, the bishop might willingly grant (in the fullest sense) protection for the monastery's property, freedom for abbatial election, freedom to perform rites and ordination, jurisdictional independence from the diocesan bishop and freedom from tithes. In its stricter sense (the latter case), the bishop might retain his right to perform ordinations, consecrations, and blessings -a role in the life and governance of the monastery, which weakened significantly in the following four centuries (c.700-c.1100). The formation of episcopal care and responsibility in the early Middle Ages runs parallel to the history of monastic exemption. In addition to the early conciliar legislation (men tioned above), monastic rules also played some part in the development of exemption. early medieval politics: it bound the monastery to its diocesan bishop, and the bishop to his (secular) superior, the mayor of the palace or the king. 31 As a mechanism of power, moreover, it opened the doors for more binding political relationships between the monastery and the world it inhabited. The exemption's dominant character, therefore, was fast becoming ›control‹. Whoever possessed the authority to issue privileges was displaying their ability to govern. In this way, the granting of specific rights and liberties to monasteries was a »gesture of authority« 32 openly exercised by generations of secular rulers and bishops, with perceived advantages to both parties. What this means in practice is the key question -a consideration that necessarily introduces the developing idea of ›protection‹ (mundeburdium/tuitio/defensio) into the equation. Although visible in the charter evidence and language from the early seventh century, the significance of protection in monastic exemption charters becomes clearer at the council of Compiègne (757), convened under Bishop Chrodegang of Metz, where privileges for the monastery of Gorze were first issued. 33 Presenting an exemption that was deliberately protective, the privileges for this monastery permitted episcopal visitation of the monastery ›when it pleased‹ the bishop; protected the bishop's rights of ordination and remuneration; required the bishop's consent and will in matters of abbatial election
34
; and ultimately subjected the monastery to the bishop.
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Notwithstanding the traditional rights espoused in its text, the privilege for Gorze is considered unique and unprecedented. According to the Frankish diploma, Bishop Angilram of Metz willingly conceded these unique freedoms to the monastic community and its abbot, thereby openly limiting his author ity and jurisdiction. When Charlemagne asked the bishop whether he truly consented to these privileges, he replied that »he did not deny it« (ipsa nullatenus denegavit). Neither the bishop »nor his successors nor any archdeacons or missi from his church at Metz could exercise the bishop's right to do ordinations or bless the chrism and altars at Salonnes unless asked to do so by the abbot of Saint-Denis.« 40 From this point onward, the responsibility of care for ecclesiastical properties and persons belonged exclusively inside the cloister walls.
While not entirely removing Salonnes from episcopal care and responsibility, this particular exemption shifted the governance of this medieval monastery towards the monks living there.
The normative character of exemption thus evolved with the novel introduction of protection into the texts under the Merovingian rulers of Francia, and its subsequent elaboration by the Carolingians. 41 Exemption was transformed from the exclusively fiscal concerns exhibited in late imperial Rome towards promises of spiritual and administrative freedoms.
42
This institutional growth began with grants for monasteries and churches, which had become a prominent and practical dimension of Frankish governance after the sixth century.
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According to the surplus of protective vocabulary in the charter evidence from the eighth and ninth centuries, moreover, exemption was being framed by a new rhetorical and legal dimension: a new idiom of Frankish governance that increasingly emphasised peace, secu- rity, tranquillity, and stability through tuitio, defensio, and mundeburdium. 44 While the key political players in this negotiation remained unchanged -the monks, the bishop and the king -the commodity on offer (i.e., protection) served to re-define the exemption's central character and inherent use-value. This institutional change was permanent and reoccurring. Monasteries that were successful in acquiring such privileges became -as a direct consequence -more active in upholding and asserting them. From the monks' perspective, it was necessary to confirm the various claims to autonomy and patrimony professed in these charters, sometimes as a matter of political expediency. 45 The existence and organisation of monastic cartularies, which began in the late eleventh and early twelfth centuries in West Francia, demonstrate clearly the exemption's importance in establishing authoritative connections with local ecclesiastical and secular powers. 46 A monastery's heritage, internal development, and prosperity was fostered through such external (allied) relationships; in this way, through their initial granting and subsequent confirmation(s), monastic exemptions maintained a traditional role in preserving the kingdom's strength and stability. With the added promise of protection, they also came to function as a more secure guarantee of monastic rights and liberties.
Monastic exemption and the papacy
The papacy in Rome understood this potential exceedingly well. Like the Frankish kings and bishops before them, early medieval popes had been issuing exemption privileges to monasteries for centuries. Bearing in mind the ad hoc and ad personam factors that in variably shaped the day-to-day business of monastic exemption, it is worth asking how the new emphasis on protection in the privileges allowed the papacy »to become a more important player.« 47 This question cannot be isolated from the episcopal and secular practices outlined above, but has to be viewed as the next stage of an evolutionary process of monastic rights and liberties. The changing dimensions of exemption are part of a much longer institutional development -a political and jurisdictional exercise that evolved over time, under different political leadership, and with increasing experience, want, and need. 48 anachronism, the critical questions remain: whether a political endgame was ever imagined in this historical process, or whether the papacy ever marshalled a ›concrete strategy‹ through intensifying practice, organisation, or jurisdictional claims before the eleventh century.
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The papacy achieved the status of a guarantor of monastic freedom and protection primarily through its administrative and legal role in confirming privileges, commonly entering into a relationship with a monastery after its foundation -that is, once the monastery was already established in the local community. In this respect, the papacy appears as a late third party to the negotiations, regularly usurping rights previously granted by and owed to bishops and kings. 50 The majority of the formulaic charter evidence highlights the pope's (at first) marginal role in this regard. But the action itself can be interpreted as a firm demonstration of Roman power in the distant Christian provinces: confirming privileges of freedom and protection acknowledged and reinforced existing relationships between various monasteries and Rome. It also forged many new relationships between individual popes, monks, and monas teries, whose political and judicial orientation towards Rome represents a break with tradition. The earliest example of this relationship is attributed to Pope Honorius I (625-638), who issued an exemption privilege to the northern Italian monastery of Bobbio in 628, effectively freeing it from the control of its diocesan bishop, Probus of Tortana.
51 According to the contemporary Vita Columbani, the bishop was »trying to make the abbot and the monastery's livelihood subject to him.« 52 Unable to rely on the ecclesiastical agent who was meant to protect the monastery, the monks looked elsewhere for support; as the charter determines in principle, the defence of freedom from the bishop's interference lay exclusively with the pope in Rome. Susan Wood has argued that this form of protection was »not an alternative lordship, but moral support for a church's possessions and independence (which would require some exemption from episcopal authority as then manifesting itself).« 53 In truth, however, this powerful precedent eventually did give way to the idea of Rome's jurisdictional authority, which gradually came to embody the role of a centralised power. In other words, the language and promise of papal protection constituted a number of early medieval exemptions in the seventh and eighth centuries, establishing a longer pattern of Roman intervention. 54 And it existed and prevailed alongside episcopal and royal privileges of a similar nature, which political reality brings us back to our opening question of necessity and purpose. What did papal protection really offer monasteries? As evidence of this evolving relationship, consider the royal monastery of Fulda, which famously acquired its first papal ex emption in November 751. 55 Sought on the monks' behalf by the missionary and legate to Germany, Saint Boniface, the privileges that Pope Zacharias granted were intended to limit the bishops of Mainz and Würzburg from interfering in the community's internal gover nance. 56 Complying with Boniface's wish, the pope expressly forbade »any priest of any church except the apostolic see to have any rights whatsoever in the aforesaid monastery, so that no one shall presume, except by invitation of the abbot, even to celebrate Mass there, and so that the monastery shall firm and forever be endowed with all rights implied in the apostolic privilege.« 57 Despite this papal exemption, the monastery of Fulda remained threatened by the over bearing bishop of Mainz (Lull), prompting King Pippin to place it under his direct protection in the mid-760s. According to the Vita Sturmi, a biography of the monastery's first abbot, the Frankish ruler not only honoured the »privilege that blessed Pope Zacharias, the supreme pontiff of the apostolic see, had formerly granted to the holy Boniface«, but he also »ordered that the well-being and defence [defensio] of the monastery be placed ›in the hands of no one other than the king‹.«
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The papacy played an active role in executing and achieving this outcome. With the help of its privileges, Fulda effectively traded episcopal power for royal protection. 59 In practice, Pope Zacharias both enabled and facilitated this relationship, leaving the Frankish ruler as the de facto enforcer of Fulda's exemption privileges. The former's authority made the connection possible, with political, spiritual, and fiscal profits to be gained on both sides of the arrangement.
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The explicit politicization of papal protection transformed the character of monastic exemption permanently. For many historians, these promises of tuitio to monasteries both north and south of the Alps were effective weapons of papal power and monastic freedom, offering a viable way to »monopolise control« 61 to say that this growing institutional practice introduced a powerful political dimension to medieval papal-monastic governance. Binding the monastery more firmly to the spiritual centre in Rome, the papacy's offer of protection gradually became a central and normative characteristic of monastic exemption privileges. This monastic orientation towards Rome, however, was not a foregone conclusion. That is, its growing practice was never inevitable in the longer and intersecting histories of medieval monasticism and the papacy. Yet it was not fate that brought these two together; forging and sustaining a special relationship with the popes in Rome was an intensely political and strategic game. Gerd Tellenbach rightly warned against any notion that »popes are supposed to have made use of exempt monasteries in a planned action aimed at bringing their claims of universal episcopacy to bear. 
Conclusion
The offer of apostolic protection augmented the Frankish exemption privileges that had been granted to monasteries by kings and bishops in the seventh, eighth, and ninth centuries.
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While the Carolingians were also in the business of providing ecclesiastical protection (Kö-nigschutz)
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, the papacy was offering a more substantial, spiritual, and arguably permanent solution. From the ninth century onward, Rome's protection was considered by monastic communities to be more static, stable, and seemingly desirable than what kings could offer -far more than just a »deliberate echo of the royal protection ceremonies.« 71 Distinguishing itself from earlier episcopal practice, moreover, the papacy was never setting a limit to its authority by granting privileges. Rather the opposite was occuring, as medieval popes increasingly capitalised on a growing demand for exemption from episcopal intervention from the monasteries. Protection, as this article has suggested, was not only a key driver in the delivery of exemption -it was central to the institution's development, contemporary value, and normative character.
69 Paul I for S. Salvatore and Saint Giulia in Brescia (762) (Regesta Pontificium Romanorum, ed. Jaffé et al., 2350; Italia Pontificia 6/1, ed. Kehr, 320, no. 1). In 971, Pope John XIII issued specific privileges for Glastonbury, which gave the monastery power to ordain its monks while restricting any outside interference in matters of correction (JL 3751; PL 135:984 
